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Preschodi Supply and Demand in the United States

A social definition of age is apparent in the allocaLion of roles and

statuses. Most brOadly this is conceived as the dichotomy of childhood and

adulthood. hin each there are fluid suid.visions baseclupon current socio-

cultural definitions and requir ent, American society' defines

those below age or six as preschoolers. The name denotes the anticipation
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A
This new philosophy was further dejeloped and practiced by the Swiss reformer,

Johann Pestalozzi (1746-1827), viewed education as a gentle, enjoyable proces

by thich children could develop, naturally under the influence of a good, sound and

healthy environMent. in addition, an in
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unity made up of separate facul

The insisted that

of moral,- phygical, and intellectual powers,

tura? instincts of-the child shauld provide the motives

for learning rather than external prodding and compulsion. influenced By the

el at sense impression was the absolute foundation ofsense realists, he

knowledge. Unlike the sense realists, though, he did not view the young mind Is

a passive receptor of sense impression.

criminating, analyzing, and selecting. He continua

the process of experiencing. In t he pursuit of senseconstantly engaged

was active, perceiving, dis-

hasized the child as

sm, plants, animals, tools, drawing, modeling, music and geography

ant in PestalozzCs program for developing perceptive faculties.



`As Pestalozki it known for his tth.od, Friedrich Froebel'(17 2 was

ow

for is view of the child. He was influenced by Pestalozzf; .14ousseau,
MM.

'.and the German idealism of his day. -Through education, he bell he child's_

spiritlguld -become-linked with the spiritual unity of the Absoluteapince the

child was an 'agency for the realization. of God's will do human natu

Froebel was the_ first to formulate a comprehensive theory of p eschool

education a detailed method of implementing it. -Histiork is s ill the basis

for much preschool planning today.

ing through the sexes and .was very opposed to tht ion of

4
child as subservient and subo ience,

goal.,
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1830's4 Paris saw the growth of usalles d'asiles." ghthou thesekl had

.
lited

:,

d-activities'of-an.edugational naturekthey Served 3,00 children in 1839. Around

tiTh same tine, Germany tod.begap_t care for and protect the children of

,workirig mothers. These "kleinkinderbewahranstalven" were founded and maintained

iby,religious societies, women's sociaties, and privata philanthropi.sts. And

01.

in England-Robert riwell

A

greatly influenced by Pestalozzi Fas accepting childret

of f-ãtory workersas young as one year, though the climate of the times was

hostile.
7

Although there were many types of preschools--:charity schoOls,

schools of industry, schools, cOmmon day scRZols--they were

the These preschools were to -catie for children in

had difficulty doing
'll:.

so. Yet Cr:

basIcaLLy

s where the

different nomenclature can,be traced to

their divetgent origins.

in the United States, however, progretS was slow for the new nation. it is

interesting tnaz zn the histories o; ATr-ericAn education such as Cremi,
-1

30
Good and Teller, and Valentine,

4e:

.ubacher,
9-

there is barely a reference to day care or

nursery education. For one thing, there is po mention-of education (at any level),

X
in the Constitution or eit Bill of kights. All publip .education is administered

7

. by state and local Boards of Education. Frescbool programs are not so arla.initered

since they are for children below the age of compulsory schooling. Although

most states today begip compulsory schooling at age 5 or 6* when th6 child enters

kindergarten, some state still maihtain private d gartens Uhich are indistin

_RNdshabl the typi 1 nursery program. Accord to the Education ComdissiOn

of the States there are 36 states which have adopted legislation permitting

kindergarten programs; 8 states whiCh mandate it; and 38 states which make

state aid available. (Obviously theseareot mutually exclusive categories.

#

in the fall of 1972, 742 of 5-year-olds were enrolled in kindergarten; only

102 of 5-year-olds were in private kindergartens.



the kindergarten movement in t-hIt S. w'direc
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Out of these forces grew two separate, class-linked types of preschool prp-

gratis. One was the traditional private nurser school born.in the middle and

upper classes for educati6nal and psychological /development of children approxi-

mately ages 3 to 5. The other, day nurseries and day care, was definitely a

service for the lower classes; its antecedents were sociological more than

educational add osychplogical. Although these were both serving the same age
lk

and very ereni populations; ttle formerrange, they had divergent

a luxury,

between them

a necessi A superficial though systematic,.differen,ce

the former

actua

a and

rabie

It s common

few hours a

=

two

custodial," out these are

The,development of these two types o: preschool programs is

doctment completely cause, never

is very little Coordinated inform

schodls in America begat

n on

care

icult to

part the public-school systems, there

Gesell claims that nursery

1414 with the initial impulse coming from Britain.

Margaret LacMillan and Grace Owen whoThis acceptance greatly influenced

started these the poor in London and Manchester, specialists from their

schools introduced the work at Cola Chia (Teachers College) in 1920.16.

Ardund the same time, Gesell 46gan the study of 2- and 3 -year -olds at thg Yale

Psycho-Clinic; the Merrill - palter School began in Detroii, and the Iowa Child

Welfare Research Station began studying 2- to 4-year.-olds, as did the New York

s (which later became The Bank Street Nursery School). OneBureau

of the striking things about the nursery7age programs in the early, 20th century

the effect of scientific research and concerns. Duggan said that "possibly

no other movement in educatton is being so carefully developed under the guidance

research as is the study of very smAll children in the nursery school.
17



The main'sources for this research were scientific interest iri early child-

hood resulting from'new emphases in the sciences of psychology, biology,

physiology, and medicine; and experimental efforts in the field of mental health

and hygiene. These efforts were supported by departments of psychology and

education in leading universities, by others interested in'research, by-parents

i4 have experienced incteasing difficulty in providing adequately for the

education of their-young children under existing sorzal conditions," and by

1
individuals and associations -e ested in improving the educonal

.

Statuspf

day care.
18

esearch centers have the common aim of expanding knMedge

of preschool children, rich and poor. 1936 the U. Office of Education

reported the existence of 235 nursery schools: 77 lab (research) schools at

riiNGE, and 11 in public schools. 19universities,

faculty hives at the

This

ant :Topic re,
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Chicago fn 1916.
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established its N rsery for the Children of Pd'br Women and was apparently-I-4

purely custodial. _Some day care was also established as a,resuit of, the

Civil War for children of war widows, but it was not until the depression
1$'

of the 1930's and World War II that any sizeable action wa$ taken by the

government. Under the'ederal -Emergency Education Program 3,000 nursery

facilities serving 65,000 needy children- -were set up in the 1930's. Under

the Works Projects. ministration of the New Dgal 150,000 families enrolled in a

Family Life Education Progran.21 By 1939 300,000children had been enrolled in

1500 emergency centers, luost of which were housed in public schoolbuildings. The
4

combination of grave -social conditions and the large-scale industrial employment

of women during the war made this energency service necessary; but when these

acute conditions disappeared, so did most of the day care facilities. Thus in

4

1948 only about 10% of all U.

care centers.
92

This was in

cities were operating nursery schools or child

of the fact that forward- looking educators at

the Whfte House Conference on Childre
4

a Democracy (1940) urged that this

e.
emergency pattern of child care, maternity care, and parent bducation remain

permanentlyikUnfortunately fear of the public taking over the functions,

of the family' was strong and is still with us today. At that time (1940's

and early 1950's) this fear waslalso heightened by tht Cold War and.the fears

of comaramism.

-Present Demand

During toe 1950's and1960's, a time of pvlsperity and 'security in the

U.S., the preschool movement reappeared. Factors influencing 'he present-day

demand include.; development of suburban living, mechanization in the home,

more women working outside the home, increased community help' for families, ,

educators' sensitivity to the social'order and family needs. But most
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'

importantly, the demand for day care, has grown ecause tht Earthy ca rot meet

the reqUirements ,for the socialization of young children. As the -- knowledge

of child development' grows, so do the standards demanded of parents. Eyen

in idealconditions, mothers. often feel unable to meet thqse. Also to be

dealt -with is the fact that mothers work, some for financial necessity, some

for the need or desire to use skills and education, and others to escape,

-boredom and isolation. Whatever their reasons, the mothers of 35,408 880

children work. Almost six million of these children are under 6.
24

In

1940; only-one mother Zft 10 held a job. In 1970, for the first e there.-

were more women with minor children who had jo(51%) than there were who did

not. With more mothers working there are more children who need care, an

fewer mothers to give cue. women are more aware of alternatives outside the

home, many of which offer financial reward, companionship,

status ---all of which are lacking in the role of the housew

The structure of the family (size and spacing) also influences demand for,

d even soda

25

day care. Since amines are having fewer children (average 2.3), there are

fewer siblings at home and mo seek groups outside for their children so'

the ,children can get the experience of group companionship. In addition, the

task of amusing a child, alone all day is extremely taxing. This latter problem

arises for mothers of "only" children, and where children are spaced so as to

be functionall "only" children. There.is also less of an opportunity to rely

upon other relatives for regular

also because ves now li

Id care since so mar' women now work, and

away from each other than, they used to.

In spite .of these situationshich seem ripe for day care, why has

grown so

fami

of day care

The main reason at is a potential threat to the

reifies change An the traditional American family. The very idea

because of its related topics--the changing role

of welfare reform, oommun control; etc. 'There is also a lack of

1



r
normative consensus on its value. It is still a prevalent-feeling that mot4ers

J

'should be home. with their children, and Vice versa. Much ammunition foi this

position came from the research-in the 1950'S.and darly 1960's on the effecis

'

separation, most -notably by c c.wlby.
26.

H..iS research 'dad 'a counter vailing

effect,- stressing the i ortance of the mother -child relationship on rater

.
.

developmeift, Although this.was excellent and important work, it has been

4

greatly misunderstood and vulgarlzed. Much of this research was on long term
. ._ .

separation as in institutions and foster care, and the conclusions are not
*

directly transferable to a discussion of nursery and day care.

Yet in addition to conflic

s also a lack orf gover,

f
es and conflicting reseanch.results there

funds to supply

to use money that coin go into compu

s costly service. Is it 'us fled

ofy education for programs in oncompul-
-

,.
.

so education? The question is a complex one and must take iftto account many'

. / IR
long -range social e ects, s 1hee sects begin to be dctumented byl sociologists,

4

_psychologists, and educators, the justi cation- not the necessity- -for

'
supporting programs for prescnool children is being accepted.

preen

The climate in the mid-1960' in the Untted States was ripe for liberal,

progressive change. Still riding on the hopes/of the Kennedy yeas, the Ciail
*

Rights movement, the passage of the 1964 Civil Righ-ts Act,the-Coleman Report,

)

and general prpsperity, one still heard much talk about equalizing opp rtunities.
ti

.and life chances. An important Lorm of this concern focused on the opportunities _

and life chances of preschool

* ,

.

Es can be seen in Figure 1,-in 19p4 there-were just under 500,000 children

enrolled in all nursery programs. the sae time the number enrolled in kinder-
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garters was 2;830,000. By 1969, however, total nursery enrollment had

increased by 82.6%, while total kindergarten enrollmelLt increased by 15.8%.

It should be noted that this is at a time of decreasing cohori sizes. Thus

even though there are fewer nursery-age children in the Cohort, a greater

number of them are enrolled in nursery programs. For-eXample, the population

of 3- to 5=year-olds'was 12.5 million in 1,964 and decreased to 10.2 million in

1972; at the same time preprimary enrollment increased from 3.

4.2 million. Another aspect of these changes is presented in Figure 2 which

details preschool enrollment by level of school and type of control. Again-

the most striking changes during this period were in nursery schotil programs:

in 1964 there were 91,000 children in public nursery schools and in-1969 there

were 245,000--an crease of 169.2%; in 1964 thefe were-380,000 children in-(

private nursery schools and five years later this nber rose to 615,000an /

increase of 61.8%. Yet in spite of the large percentage increase in public

-dursery-facilities, especially as compared with kindergarten increase, there

are still 2 1/2 times-as many places in private facilities as in public.

-It is estimated that the capacity of licensed day care facilities alone has

gone from in 1960 to 638,000 in 1970. Roughly, this is.an increase of

approx - a4e1y 50,000 children per year in licensed group facilities. Of all

children ages 3 to 5, 37.8% are enrolled A some preschool program. Breaking this

-.figure do.. for 3-,4- and 5-year7

and 78.2X respectively. The figure

ately the percentages are 8.7%, 23.1%,

5- year- -olds `is dMlaroportionately high

A
because here includes kindergarten enroMment which Is compulsbry4in many

states Currently,-no state has the capacity to serve more than 6% of those

4r
eligible-for public d

4
care service. This appears as afamiliar pattern

delivery n services: the affluent are able to.purchase.servfces.
27



1)e .the first grade. A preprimary pebgram is defined here as:

a/set of organiZed educational experiences intended for children
.atielping prekindergarten and kindergarten classes- Simi) a program

. may be offered'by a public or nonpublic school or by some Other
agency.. Institutions which offer essentially custodial tare-are
not included.28

-Tables 1-3 provide a comprehentive summary

y

11 preprimar-5, enrollMent

Although for the purposes of this paper i the prekindergarten facilities

that are most important, the comparison the data on kindergarten provisions

may be helpful.

Insert Tables 3 about here

The variables described Tablt 1 give a more precise picture of who

actually uses these facilities. Nonpublic prekindergarten use varies directl

with level of income. Thus for those families earnilig less than $3,000, only

eke advantage-of nonpublic preschool programs; while of those earning

$10,000 or more, 64%.use tnem_ _For public preschool programs the trend is not

as clear nor as extreme. Of those earning less t n $3,000, 15% use public
\, 4

preschools; Jf those earning $10,000 or more, 3 use them, but this i

not a Linear progression. It also must be noted' hat while 35% earning

$10,000 or mare use public facilit 64% use private ones. Using "occupativft

of household head",as the criterion,a similar correlation appears.

Another variable described in Table 1 is emasAdences which is basically

Aan index of urbanization. For both public and nonpublic facilities, use is

lowest in nonmetropolitan areasj22%); and highest for public facilities in

central cities (44%). These figures probably reflect the rates of maternal

employment also. Breakdowns by region of the country do not reveal major

differences, although for public prekindergarten programs the lowest percentage of

enrollees wasin the theast (20.1X) and the highest wain the No-rth Central
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region (27.5%). For private progress the lowest percentage of enrollees

as irtne West (22.6%) and the highest.was in the South (26.9%).

Table 2 is similar to the previous one but adds breakdowns by age and by

race: The latter is very important in analyzing the supply and demand of this

social service. Among all 3- to 5- year -'olds enrolled in public prekindergarten

programs, the percentage of blacks (7. 8%) is more than twice that of whites 0.3%4.;

whereas in the private facilities the percentage of whites (9.3%) ill; almost twice

h of blacks (5._ robablv ion at the whites being able

ford private nursery schools and the blacks taking advantage

day care

there is a greater number

where there is A greater

these age groups

3 and

the total

now enrol

race,

(Table 3). Most

from

those enroll

for

enrol ent has

It can also be s

ever

he prelous table that

.

Zed in central cities and this

centration of the poor and of blacks. Examdning

The prekindergarten b

er of enrollees is

K,,ndergarten.

For

smaiLer nu

in to l0, 166,

tes

eased treat=

es earn

percentage enro

The-same

the trend more exaggerated at ages

bec-omes meaningless at age 5 because

1.9% of the population, e.74% are

income, occupation, residence,

n in the context of the past decade

.lation of 3- to 5-y ol declined

1972. At the same time the percent -age

.9% tes ane23.3%

for other races. Thus total

both groups and has remained very close.

3,000, other races have had he same or

ert than whites though naturally much

trup fo income group $7.500 an
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This suggests that the breakdowns of public versus prpate facilities and

prekindergarten versus kindergarten programstre very important in finding

out who is really being served d how.,

The percencabf preschoolers from uii,e collar f

steadily. between 1964

s has increased

.6t) l972 (51.9%) for .:hires, while for other

races there has been a sporadic ifftrease with 43:K enrolled in 1964 and

51.5% enrolled in 1972., Fot,,,Childpen of nanuallser: ice workers, the perc

of both whites and other races'has,cons tently increased, th tough tng advantage
,,-

favors tne other races. n 964, 22.9! yf hese wh

in preprimary programs compared to

whites and 40.9% of other races were en:011e

other races have increased more.

The breaka s by place of real_

over tine of 3- to year-olds

ldren were enrolled

her races. In 1972, 34.6% of

increased, but

again reveal increasing percentages

preprimary programs. The breakdowns

by race by residence_show a somewhat smaller percentage of white enrollment in

central cities and a greater percentage enrollment than other, races in non-

politan areas. This is not s rprieing since nonmetropolitan areas are

predominantly white and, as can be seen in Table 1, prekindergarten facilities

are disproportionately nonpublic agd in Table 2 that nonpublic prekindergarten

facilities ae disproportionately,white.

'To summarize these data, it is clear that the numbers and percentages of

3- to 5- year -olds enrolled in preprir,pry programs has increased steadily from

.1964 to 1972. This is =made 41 the more striking when competed to a.decrease

in the size of the poTulatiOn of 3- to 5-year-olds during this period. The

younger the child, the less likely he was to be enrolled in a preprimary

Ag&'

program. Other variables contrigilting to a child's reduced chances of enrollment



were residence in a nOnmetropolitan area, a household head engaged in a

farming occupation and fami o. me of less than $3,000. It is also clear

that a greater percentage of white children are-enrolled, in private programs

,and nonwhites public programs.

From the Cle,ran Report, which found that a mixed socioeconomic Peer group

a critical in i, roving the scho4 performance of other ,low income

children, it can De ferred that the potential risk exists for these younger

children a
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,ctiildren'o America's poor. In 1970, 14% of American
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The Cohc over the population explosion has

The Ce- u eau report

in histor. o g, narried v

16, 1972

hed the individual level.

first tine

to 1nit their families to

fewer than three children. Recent studies have also shown that Americans/

want government

states :lber
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centers started under this
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The most important of the 1971 bills being.considered in Congress was the

Comprehensive Child Development Act f l91. After much
If

debate in the House r.f

--Representatives and in the Senate, a comproiis bill was ee upon which allowed

free day care and of-.or services to zhIlirem frf.Tm families with i'nco-_pa.

S4,325 a year. eativeiy * charged ;,,

to 56,960 a year. zcs7tscrs of :ce more.libe.al Senate bill argued that by limiting

th.:sefree day care Z.n thP vPry

.ittle more t.an servi:e.

cc welfare) the prcgram me

The impertance mix was

stressed hi Eng ns:f Senatcrs, t-ne final inccne

ginst this. eafrly !icve

,ed cut cf ccittee. Dn NNveler

in the New Ycrk Times:

irst ct tc Day ars-

-apmp,i

1971, the final =premise bill

the follow- ,Ja1 a.

9

The federally-aided--* plan that has e=erged fro Senate-

House conference represents a naor advance toward a realistic policy

at dealing with voung children of working Mothers. The !measure's

most obvious flaw is that the cut-off point for free services, set

at 'family ineames of $4,S20, is so low that virtually only welfare

recipients will bd eligible. But the schedule ot fees, which rise
according to family earnings, is reasonable in the lower brackets.

Senator Walter F. Mondale of Minnesota, the bill's architect,

expresses justifiable cpncern 1et the centers become mere baby-

sitting storage places or welfare families. Such an undesirable

course can be avoided by encouraging participation of the working'

poor and of more affluent families with working mothers.

The key-to a successful child development program, with
:competent and humane attention to social, physical, psychological
and intellectual growth, must be sought inliigh quality' of per-

sonnel and planning. As nny sensitive mAther knows, dealing with

small children is a master of delicate skill and 4.4e right tempera-

menr. Much harm could be done ,inept pemple and faulty theoriPs.

The measure representb too important a first step to be allowed to
tail either as a result of simplistic enthusiasm or oc pr6fes-
Sional--and'fiscal--neglect.

The bill, tc provide,coprehensiv e instead of custodial care, was backed by

an unusually diverse coalition inLuding labor, civil ..ucation and
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women groups. The National.Council of Catholic Charities, which has always

stressed ',Avimportance of the fanily in child rearing, supported the

So did the National Councel,of Churches, the American Jewish Coi 6cee; and other

major religious groups. But opposition was strong also, usually on ideological

grounds. Both Representative John J. Rari.ck and Senator .W.aes Buckley read

pages of test ..Any, into to Congressional Record fro conservative Ind patriotic

groups who feared day _care woul-

American Legion

-«

:lent

g-

vetoed

role of parents. A statement from the

en rights. Day= care will destroy the

deo conceots on which this county

the bill's provisions for parent involve-

control" of children's minds, and child care

Communist countrids apd an attempt-to "Sov

4-n cane

re con-

...Neither
deve

istration

apes

.ent

ze" American

ee other sources: Governors..were

to their

ecrly to localities.

enterprises;

to adopt such an i portant ,Demo-

overrode both houses of Congress and

of 1971. He sA.c:

/-'
3MM_ need nor the desirability of a national

program o= this character has been demonstrated...
Giver demands upon t federal taxpayer, the expenditure -

of-two billions of dollars in a program whose effectiveness has yet
demonstrated cannot besti_led.. . For the federal government

supporting child development would commit the
thd national government to the side of communal

rearing again r the family-ceneered approach.

to be

to

vtht moral
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Day care supporters were truly angered. Many felt that comprehensive day

care legislation, no matter how compromised, had little chance of getting past

.

President Nixon. tler bone of contention was that ixoCn o o d to
. .

breaking up the fa-r. they felt, except

dent failed to see that 'help fa7a_y

helping the stay together.

On the 20th of

the Comprehensive

ser

working parents.

program and N4 xon 's

atioon

to the poor. The Presi-

dens of cd.. d care was

e, 1972, t o 3yuse -of eepre §entatives and the Senate enacted

Child De nr alld ly Services Act of 1972.

o of preschool educational

.come chi

the creation

and developmental day care programs for children

icipation is purely voluntary, unlike under thp

re were various contingencies. This version

was designed to meet the President's objections as detailed in his veto-message

of the earlier bill in December.
40

Some of echanges were: increased stat.e i o vemen .localities seeking

to run their own programs must have populations of at least 25,000, not just

5,000; operational expenses for the first year were reduced by 40% td $1.2 billion;

effective dates of the program have been postponed a year; the first S500 million

are reserved for,Head Start; the federal share will be 90% instead of 80%; and

there4s now a greater emphasis on part -day programs for disadvantaged children

and full-day programs for children whose parents are working:

Insert Table 4 about here



At the present,as the 94th Congress bdgins to meet, there are several

pieces of pending legislation which could effect the role of the Federal

government in child care programs. Those directly effecting such programs

are listed in Table 4.* The most important.of these is the Brademas-Mondale

..legislation (RR15882/53754) but its future is uncertain, especially in

light of the present' economic recession and inflation. This bill provides

aGunts beginning with $650 million in the first year an-envisions reaching

S2 billion in the second. These rands would be distributed to state and

local governments which would e the authority to allocate it among public

and private providers,

advantaged children.

he requirement that priorivy be given to dis-

Thus, comprehensive federal commitment to early childhocid services does

not yet exist. According to 1970 estimates cehgressional hearings,

there were over federally supported programs involved with child

care.- Other sources have described over 200 federal programs for young children.
41

Although the exact number of programs varies depending on the definition of

one is coun ti; he4 n umber Or programs is always high, but these are

lly nco

number of progra,

Urban

in several different federal agencies. The

yet the number of children served isn't. The

prekinderg'arten programs could be made

le to alT hildren in several ways:

adding the provision of fiee prekindergarten
education to state and local responsibilities,

establishing a federal or state subsidy for
.,es that cannot afford the full cost

providing free universal prekindergarten
financed entirely br federal funds.



To provide these kinds of services the Urban Coalition recommends that

1976 the federal government should be appropriating almost S3 billion to

preschool education,' The 1972 -administration oTigeted $425 'Ilion for this.

The Role of-4,-.he Private Sector

With the demand still high, especially all-day care, and little

optimism for more public support, ocher means

are being sought:. The following

three because

common in 1)

care, 3r private nurseries and

and 5) c /industry coalition

CO Oh

g preschool programs

s will idered here, the first

and the last twc because

relatives,

lated child care,ranchises,

v be more

FAmily 'members and other relatives provide 85% of the care for all

Qh ldren.
42

Of the many children under the age of six who have corking

mothers, 47Z are cared for in their s, 37% are cared for in someone
9

else's home, 7% are cared for by their own mothers while they are working,

and 8% are in group care. When mothers wot'k only part-time; a diffdrent

pattern of arrangements arises: -32% are cared for at the mother's place

. of employment, 47% are in their own 'homes, 17% are in someone else's home,

and 1% are in group caretprograms. For all of these arrangements, 53% of

the caregievers of children with full-time working mothers were relatives,

and 80% for those with part-time wo g mo
43

e s. These figures indicate

that almost y2 of all preschobl children are cared for in their own home,

and most of the caregivers are relatives.

probable though that three social factors may beg1.4(or have

begun) to lower these percentages. First, the size of the nuclear family

2t
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.

is decreasing. It is no longer very'common for older children take care

of their younger siblings. With. he average family hiving only two children,

the siblings are usually too close in age to assume this caregiving situation.

Second, families are now much more mobile and do not usually live near enough

to other relatives to take advantage of their potential child. care services.

The third factor influencing the decrease of relatives as, caregivers is the

fact that most women (relatives pr not) work outside the home, thus there

are more women working and feWerwomen to care for children%

:wally day cafe is a contractual arrangement for child care in small

groupsin someone's home. This is usually an informal, unlicensed situation,

At
and is probably the oldest form of child care to supplement that given by

natural parents. Since it is not usually licensed or regulated, family day

care is diffiCult to describe. Statistically,.in 1965 for instance, there

were only 25 licensed day care homes listed in New York City.
44

Private

-

indi/ldnals to bother h complex licensing procedures when

it is relativtly easy to find children to care for without initiating

involvement with private or public agencies.

In a study of these informal' day care arrangements, Winner
45

investi-
k.

of 242 day care mothers and 360'hatural-gated the caregiving character'

mothers. Mothers, caregivers, and children were observed and interviewed.

As could be expected, the operas the study had some unavoidable problems.

One such.d,itficulty was locating a sample of day care mothers and getting them

.co consent to participate in the study. Much information was collected on

demographic characteristics, child-rearing practices, and attitudes toward

the hom%maker role. Adult-child interactions %A re rated by observers,
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though these were limited. Some of these findings may help describe the

family 'day care situation. They suggest that the caregivers were of

than the natural mothers, more likely to have intact families, and less

well educated. Housing conditions were- similar for the to groups, which

is not.surprising since these are neighborhood arrangements. Generally,

0
motIs claimed they used family day care because they had no choice.

Approximately 76% of the mothefs were satisfied with their arrangements,

although 80% said they would switch to group care (nursery or day care

centers) if given the opportunity. Not one mother mentioned the eduCational

advantages of family day care. The observers reported that a sizeable

propOrtion'of the children received no planned activities, little in the way
A

of play materials, and little in the way of opportunity- for outdoor play.

It was stated that 80% of these day care homes would not e met certification

requirements.

Family day care h often beenbeen touted as an excellent, existing,

expensive solution to Ahe nation's day care problems. The first problem is the

incentive for day care Mothers to register, certify, or license themselves.

IP*

The second problem is the cost of doing this. How do you bring these homes

uiN to requiremeht standards? If Willner's descriptions are accurate, the

'cots of doing this should not be underestimated for they will have to

cover renovation and/or relocation, equipment, and training.

Private nurseries and franchises are not typically geared to lower

SES families because they are for pro it ventures, and are therefore too

costly. They are also typically half-day programs, which fine for

the middle- or upper-class mother who does not work, but unacceptable

the mother who has to and therefore needs an all-day facility.
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Given the prominent statistics on female employment outside the home,

growing ass ion that` the federal government was not on the precipice of

making a major investmint in universal free day cart, and the assumption that

there was a large and growing market for gild care services, day care became

American industry. "Child care, like hamburgers, fried chicken, and ice

cream is now beingrpackaged and franchised across the country. "4b Private

business is aiming at the middle -class consumer, with the hopes-of also attract-

ing large scale government contracts to supply preschool services. Not only does

this approach ignore those who need it most--the poor--but quality is being

sacrificed because it is extremely expensive and impede7S the:"pr goal

of profit- It is difficult to imagine our public elementary schools

running at a profit, and it is clear that our private colleges are having a

nerd time doing so.

The cownPrcialism of many of these franchises plays on the natural_

insecurities of young parents zing Isthe-best" for their children. For

i,st_ ce, one franchise advertised a relatively inexpensive day care program,

but once children were enrolled mothers were pressured to take advantage of

the various su.

of the C

the purchase __

:ary services in order "to insureOe proper development

These supplements Lento be expensive, and\often involve

rodwcts the center claim the child must have. Another

ploy has been the use of endorsements by famous persons,fF
contributing to the program when this has not actually been the case.

'sting them as

of these franchises is Kinder Care Nursery, whose physical fitness. director

was football player Bart Starr. Others include American Child Centers planning
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200 franchises; We Sit Better, anticipating .2,000 centers; Mary Moppet

anticipating 100'centers; and also the Institute for Contemporary-Education,

Pied Piper Schools, Town rousel Day Schools, Green Acres,Day Care Centers,
4

Leg Petites Acade .Season Franchise Center, and Universal Education

Corporation. Many o Ithese-have already gone out of business. Some of these

proyicing good child development services

to cost! One such instance is

Kaye apparently been successful

and =Ring sume prof

the Singer Learning Ccrp-r

6 p.m. 12-mostn program.

iadustr 'ated

they

or industry to

type of indus

World 'War

4

care dgrir-

charges 51,995

a se

and

provi

of their

ness

ees. This

'as almost nonexistent before

e factors are usually cited to just

industry-related centers:

reduce turnover
reduce absentee
-improve recruiting

.p 4. social or commtnity contribution
5. collective bargaining '

In this context the concern has ben for employed mothers, not mployed

operation of

fathers.

-A a

Inner City Fund:
47

current employer involvement is offered in a report by the

-'employers currently play an insivif cant role in the
provision or arrangement bf child care for their employees.

' Under the broadest possible definition, less than 120
.employer-subsidized programs provide child care for
approximately 4,000 employee children.

1
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- over 95% of all empl .er*.subsidized child care is concentrated
in*two industries with a high percentage of female employees
(textile manufacturing and hospitals)

- industry based child car; programs are in a state of flux.
During the course of [this] study, three out of 10 corporate
based centers surveyed were terminated, and two new ones --

were opened; Three highly publicized demonstration centers
were converted to corporate/community projects with the role-
of the employer reduced accordingly.

with the exception of hospital programs, employer-subsidized
'programs are typically under-enrolled.

the principal motivatiqp behind most corporate-based child
care programs appears to have been the desire to recruit
additional qualified female employees. The desire to reduce
turnover and absenteeism was secondary. Community responsibility
was the primary motivating force behind the corporate/com'munity
prozrams.

1--
le 5 about here

Data in Table 5 s ze the existing industry-related centers as of

1970. They totaled on

During World War II

that

yetr per

industri

were preschoolers.

Of the Indus

two to s ears of aze,

federal

preference to e=ployee-

short

children of nonemp oveesi no

at least cover

one was established before 1962.,

his situation was drastically different.

cated S52 million for g two and one-half

dren of women workers in defense

chi were served, 60% of whom

centers eastinz today, serer- children rram

wore.

_gran

or near the plant; mast givg

en, but will then permit

children, and are open to
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and supplies were donated by business firms and individuals, and funds for
SAS

land, ustructidn, and other c4u4p,- instructiona

from, private cont ibutions. This first center opene-i

two and one-half and six year olds,

Other posibilities for ::oint

ials came

fcrO9

three more facilities are planned.

ry/onunity efforts are straight

cash %onatioms-from industry to existing --iny groups. This was the

cafe for Pepsin°, Inc., which gave $:5,7)C to the Jav Cat of

-.7

55:.5t7. employees in lopat. avail- lPWestchester.

connity >.! = ois Bell Teleonone

0ir, t 0

s
Vocner

Future Pr-

thar tr-ntrPnt

Th0 sin

financing.

veral cc--

tare services, or the

oyees for use in an existin

in-pnrtP-t pr-s-1

lin funds are wopf1'

facflity they choose.

the absence of effective

equate and there is

little incentive for effective private funds. Also it is important

_out what level of funding necessary to ensure high-quality programs.

4 4444,4

This latter involves more research, particularly better cost benefit analysis.

local

Related to funding are problems of coordination. Federal, stat

erg,444 s n-. s t cied ways to avoid dupli .

so that more xiev gets to tn =1-41,1

4,m or effort and expense

and not the bureaucracy. The efforts

pf Camzunitj Coordinarpd aim Care .4-C Fn r ,.., ugh The Day.Care Child

Development founcli of America are hopeful. Also there is a re..ly etabiished

(1974) National Association of State Child Deve _nt t±rctors which is

rying to 1P--el al child-related programs, or at leastinformation about



them,-through a central place in every state. This coordination is crucial

for tie intelligent and efficient use of scarce funds.

Delivery is vital beC4use a program is meaningless i it never gets to

e who need it. ed in this networ% is staffing, training, mcr itoripg,

dmiastering, an evaluating. Resea'rch 'and_practice-must be inte -ined.

Through the above three processes, quality must be* maintained. A

definition of ty is because it is based on one's goals.

Ne can all prcbab ly agree on at dardS rbf duality in the areas

of health and safety, but there is increasingly less agreement when - to

the areas of social and emotional A elopment. Broadly defined, duality child

as a safe stlmulat -ith a law staff -c Kild

to develop social and'intellectual`o and

re

rtorc-

=

lerance. Standards and sing, in addition to evalua

ect children from even she best of intentions. One

tare r__

child care is the elimin-

55 race must be

thit separate

'tare during the

rare

of inno ..ation or

exist

rseries,

direc

in mee onal

for novration

sumers since the
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former have greater awareness of the aysilability of workable alternatives..

This may be true by definition because the producers produce, but other

than thatthat Oecific link they would appear, in this case, to maintain the

.status quo wail pushed by he consumers who perce

xisting practices. This is r #levant because

interactive process of social cha. nge in exist

values.

Since no romp

opportunity -resents

network .:sed Ron

maximum child development,

e, tionw

want to work, and to provide thousands

he failure of

s attention to the

ucture

itutions and

now exists, the

the development

tipie goals fat te

es, to free mothers who

ealistic possi .

would be for eaci sc:ool system, or even each school, to set up its own

Children's center. This would be ideal

child de el©pment, parenthood,

greater interacti

teaching older students about

also teaching. It would allow

he day, and teachers_ could avail themselves

at- this center for their own preschool children.= Since ft is to rare that

boys in our society are exposed to any -rea,Z learning about children, this

would be a great step in breaking down th4 barriers of sex roles. It could

also help ire breaking dawn the barriers of age rbles.
50

were established _
f

schools and 2,200 colleges in the U bed States, over 500,000 preschool places

sv 20 chTTdren in each

s type of center

the 24,000. sec da

would is ;ediately be available.

MV

k==
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This same approach could be implemented by nonprofit corporations

for children of employees as a requirent for maintaining their npnprofit

A

tax-eXempt
s
status. In this way, day care would help maintain the ties

between parents and their children: they could travel to and from work

together, see where and how each spends the day, and even lunch together

when convenient. For fathers especially this would offer an unprecedented

experience in getting to kno... their children. An alternative to this, where
.

on-site faciliries mould be-truly undesirable, could be the "adoption"

-local center, ions of centers, the use of emp oyees' children,

hers couuld be provided the government, or corporations,

to let parents choose e of child care that best suits their needs.

It has o been suggested that vouchers be given to pay mothers to stay

51
home with

invo es qu

opportunity, and the

no single answer, because it is not a single problem.

it chill care, socialization, education, equal
.

e. Expensive as the solutions may seem, surely

investment to be made. Children are the future.
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Tabfe 1 -- Preprieary enro -11 t and population of children 3 to S years old and percent

distribution, by selected Characteristics: United States, October 19 -72

I
(Pagbers in thousands)

-I Characteristics

Number in Enrolled in pren1nJer amen Enrolled in kindergarten
_ A
pppulation

Total Public Nonpub Total Public Nonpublic

Total

intone

or 83,000
03-54,999

57,499

tier
reptnted

Occupation of household neat
*bite cc-11ar

M,nualfservise

Farr

Residene
1et7.7o1 itan, enttsi
Met=politw-,
Nontetropo-!iten

Occupation of
*bite co11ar
..an=a;Icervkte

Farm
Onecolof
No hcuso

Residence
Metrop
Metropo
Nonnetrctoi

Region-

Northeast
North Central
Scuth
west;

------J

10,166 1,277 396

841

3,414

85

118

134

1C,3

707
70

:31

612

2,264 311

2,719

3,3C2
1,8O1

8.3

12.1

16.6

17.7

39.6

5.

137

2,954 2,475 478

28 200 1851 15

4, 292 268 24

7) 446 396 51

12- 490 4n6 64

1,344 1,007 277

381 153 28

565 1.062 Fx, 275

:52

7

22

22

215 9 t6 779

475 995 177

191 702 144

232 701 643 59

213 632 779 53

237 633 535 297

568 516 70-

6.7

9.2

10.5

3,2

18.3-

100.0

.30.4
47,9

21.7

100.0,
2-.4

25.0

26.; .

24.2

it.2

39.2

2.5
22.9

3.9

103

4.0
3.7

2- I
100.0

26.3
24.2

26.9
22.1

45.5
6.1

36.6 32.6
44.1 4.6.5 51.8

2.8 3.1 1.5

12.7 4.3 4.6

4.6

100.0 100.0 1.00.0

31.7 31_5 32.9

39.-7 40.2 37.0

26.6 26.3 10.1

100.0 r;D.-

23.7 26.0 12.1.

31.5 11.1

28.2 21.6 62.2 ,

19.ti 20.9 14.6

Source: Preprimary Enrollment:, October 1972
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